Qu ṭb al-Dīn al-Rāzī al-Taḥtānī (d. 766/1365) was one of a triumvirate of scholars allegedly associated with Shīʿism -the other two being al-ʿAllāma al-Ḥillī (d. 726/1325) and Badr al-Dīn al-Tustarī (d. 732/1332) -who played an important role in shaping and transmitting Avicennan thought. Through their adjudicative commentaries on Ibn Sīnā's (d. 428/1037) al-Ishārāt wa-l-tanbīhāt, al-Taḥtānī, al-Ḥillī, and al-Tustarī created a narrative that pitted Sunnī scholars critical of Ibn Sīnā and Avicennism -exemplified by Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī (d. 606/1210) -in opposition to their Twelver Shīʿī defenders and interpretersexemplified by Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī (d. 672/1274
I. Introduction
This is not all that they have in common. They all purportedly were, along with al-Ṭūsī, adherents of Twelver Shīʿism. Furthermore, al-Ḥillī was a student of al-Ṭūsī, al-Taḥtānī was a student of al-Ḥillī, 4 and al-Ḥillī and al-Tustarī were colleagues. 5 Together, they created a narrative that pitted Sunnī theologians, most especially Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī, as foolish critics of Ibn Sīnā, in opposition to his Twelver Shīʿī defenders and interpreters, most especially al-Ṭūsī. As Wisnovsky noted recently, this narrative was adopted by Safavī-era Twelver scholars and continues to dominate Iranian historiography of Islamic philosophy. 6 This reading of these three scholars' roles in promoting a particular telling of post-Avicennan Arabic/Islamic philosophy and theology rests on the understanding that each one was, in fact, a Twelver Shīʿī. Wisnovsky acknowledges that al-Tustarī was described as both a Shāfiʿī and a Shīʿī, having been included in the Ṭabaqāt al-Shāfiʿiyya composed by his student ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Asnawī (or al-Isnawī, d. 772/1370), 7 but maintains that he was Shīʿī. Al-Asnawī similarly included al-Taḥtānī in his Ṭabaqāt. Though al-Asnawī explicitly refers to al-Tustarī as a Shīʿī, calling him a rāfiḍī, he makes no explicit statement as to al-Taḥtānī's sectarian affiliation. 8 Ahmed al-Rahim has recently argued that al-Taḥtānī was actually a Sunnī. 9 If this is correct, then we must reassess how we understand his role alongside al-Ḥillī and al-Tustarī in transmitting and transforming Avicennism in the post-classical era of Arabic and Islamic scholarship (ca. 1200-1900) .
This article examines al-Taḥtānī's sectarian affiliation based on biobibliographical sources. There are abundant sources for al-Taḥtānī's life. Among modern biographical notices, Kaḥḥāla's entry on him in Muʿjam al-muʾallifīn and the notice on al-Taḥtānī in the Mawsūʿat ṭabaqāt al-fuqahāʾ both list twenty-one sources, whereas Ziriklī's entry on him in his Aʿlām has eleven. 10 For this study, I examined as many of the sources mentioned therein as were accessible. In sum, these amounted to twenty-six sources from the eighth/fourteenth to thirteenth/ nineteenth centuries. 11 There are certain patterns in the bio-bibliographical sources on al-Taḥtānī. The main one is that Sunnī and Shīʿī scholars often relied on different sources European and North American scholars until roughly the turn of the twenty-first century. Wisnovsky has written about these three scholars and their commentaries on Ibn Sīnā's al-Ishārāt in Wisnovsky, "Genealogy, " 349 ff. 7 al-Asnawī asserts that not only was al-Tustarī a Shīʿī (kāna…rāfiḍan), but also that he often skipped prayers (kāna…kathīr al-tark li-l-ṣalāt). Al-Rahim, Philosophical Tradition, 33. 8 Given that al-Asnawī considered al-Tustarī a Shīʿī and included him in his Ṭabaqāt al-Shāfiʿiyya, al-Taḥtānī's mere inclusion in that work is in itself not enough to conclude that he was a Sunnī. 9 Al-Rahim, Philosophical Tradition, 130-41. 10 'Umar Riḍā Kaḥḥāla, Muʿjam al-muʾallifīn tarājim muṣannifī l-kutub al-ʿarabiyya (Beirut: Muʾassasat al-Risāla, 1993) and relayed different information about him. Shīʿī scholars were overwhelmingly more concerned with addressing his sectarian affiliation, whereas Sunnī scholars either ignored the question or merely added the nisba al-Shāfiʿī. Overall, despite the prominence ascribed to al-Taḥtānī today, the earliest sources, including those written by his contemporaries and near-contemporaries, are short on detail.
Section II presents a chronological overview of the relevant bio-bibliographical sources, in which I trace the unique and overlapping contributions that each scholar adds to our knowledge of al-Taḥtānī. This section demonstrates how an abundance of sources actually contains little original information due to the ubiquitious practice among later scholars of copying, paraphrasing, and agglomerating earlier and popular sources. Section III then addresses the patterns in these sources. It reveals that Shīʿī sources -appearing in the seventeenth century and relying on testimonies from earlier Shīʿī scholars -and Sunnī sources -appearing largely before the seventeenth century -are often in debate. They agree on some fundamentals about al-Taḥtānī's life and career, but disagree on who his teachers and students were and, especially, on his sectarian affiliation. The concluding section, Section IV, presents what we can say with confidence about al-Taḥtānī, returns to the question of whether he was a Sunnī or a Shīʿī, and ultimately claims that the evidence suggests that he was a Sunnī.
II. The Bio-bibliographical Sources

A. Eighth/Fourteenth-Century Sources
Of the bio-bibliographical sources that I have examined, the first to contain notices concerning Qu ṭb al-Dīn were written by his contemporaries or near-contemporaries, among them al-Subkī, al-Asnawī, Ibn Rāfiʿ, and Ibn Kathīr. All of them appear to have made entirely original contributions to our knowledge of him in that they did not borrow from each other. Al-Subkī and Ibn Kathīr both refer to their personal interactions with him. I present these notices, as well as all the others that follow, in order according to their author's death date. trans. modified from Al-Rahim, Philosophical Tradition, 34, 135. 13 al-Subkī, Ṭabaqāt, 9:#1334, 274-75 . The text provides al-Taḥtānī's death date as 6 Dhu'l-Qaʿdah/26
July 1365, which the editor emends, without explaining why, to 16 Dhu'l-Qaʿdah/5 August 1365. Ziriklī, 6:124. 18 Several notices give al-Taḥtānī the kunya Abū ʿAbd Allāh. Rather than being multiple, independent attestations, however, this seems to be the result of the ubiquitous copying of sources and thus is likely unreliable. Abū ʿAbd Allāh appears first in Ibn Rāfiʿ, who is then copied by Abū Zurʿa and Ibn Qāḍī Shuhba. The latter is then copied by al-Dāwūdī, Ibn Ṭūlūn, and Ibn al-ʿImād. While it appears, therefore, place of death (the outskirts of Damascus) and burial (at the foot of Mt. Qāsyūn), list of works, a note that he moved to Damascus and worked there as a scholar, and a remark that he was pleasant and well-spoken ( Taḥtānī was lacking in knowledge of the principles of Islamic law and possessed only a superficial knowledge of logic (nasabahū ilā ʿadam fahm maqāṣid al-sharʿī wa-l-wuqūf maʿa ẓawāhir qawāʿid al-manṭiq). 24 
B. Ninth/Fifteenth-Century Sources
In general, the farther removed we are from al-Taḥtānī's lifetime, the longer the entries become because they borrow and quote from prior sources. This is not yet the case, however, for the Shāfiʿī jurist Abū Zurʿa (Ibn al-ʿIrāqī, d. 826/1423), whose entry amounts to a couple brief paragraphs. Born in Cairo in 762/1361, Abū Zurʿa's life straddled the second half of the eighth/fourteenth and the first half of the ninth/fifteenth centuries. He studied in both Cairo and Damascus before beginning his career as a teacher and jurist in Cairo. 28 Kāmina fī Aʿyān al-Miʾa al-Thāmina. 32 Like the others, the entry is brief; in fact, most of it is a direct quote from Ibn Kathīr. He also quotes Ibn Qāḍī Shuhba (without acknowledgement) on al-Taḥtānī being a leader in the rationalist disciplines and a student of al-Ījī. He also adds, enigmatically, "and others" (akhadha ʿan al-ʿAḍud wa-ghayrih) 33 and that after arriving in Damascus, al-Taḥtānī remained in the Ẓāhiriyya madrasa until his death. The fact that he taught at this madrasa strongly implies that he was a Sunnī. 34 As did so many others, he quotes al-Asnawī on the story of Quṭb al-Dīn being known as al-Taḥtānī and on his having mastered many disciplines. The only scholar to follow al-Asnawī in calling him Maḥmūd rather than Muḥammad, he acknowledges that this goes against the opinions of Ibn Kathīr and Ibn Rāfiʿ. 35 In 
D. Eleventh/Seventeenth-Century Sources
Up to this point, the sources that I have examined have all come from Shāfiʿī if they have anything to say at all on this and Ḥanafī scholars, all of which say that al-Taḥtānī was a Shāfiʿī. Having arrived in the seventeenth century, we now find sources composed by Shīʿī scholars who claim that Quṭb al-Dīn was a Shīʿī. The first is Qāḍī Nūr Allāh al-Shushtarī's (d. 1019/1610) Majālis al-Muʾminīn, which praises al-Taḥtānī extensively in poetry and prose, mentions that he was born and raised in Warāmīn, 45 and claims that he descended from Āl Buwayh. More significantly, al-Shushtarī is the first one to quote from what he alleges to be al-ʿAllāma al-Ḥillī's (d. 726/1325) ijāza permitting al-Taḥtānī to transmit his works. 46 He also quotes what he claims to be a statement by Muḥammad ibn Makkī (d. 786/1384) 47 64 Al-Ḥāʾirī also copies al-Tafrishī's entire entry, but acknowledges doing so. He then copies the part of Ibn Makkī's ijāza to Ibn Khāzin, in which he mentions entering al-Taḥtānī's service, and the very beginning of al-Ḥillī's ijāza to al-Taḥtānī. 65 Al-Ḥāʾirī opines that associating al-Taḥtānī with Ibn Bābawayh is mistaken, as he is descended from the Āl Buwayh; however, he gives no explanation as to why this is the case.
F. Thirteenth/Nineteenth-Century Sources
The two thirteenth/nineteenth-century sources that I have examined stand out from previous sources in their focus on debating al-Taḥtānī's sectarian identity; both otherwise rely heavily on copying earlier sources. Muḥammad Bāqir al-Khwānsārī al- Iṣbahānī (d. 1313 Iṣbahānī (d. /1895 dissents from his fellow Shīʿīs by forcefully claiming in Rawḍāt al-Jannāt that al-Taḥtānī was not a Shīʿī. 66 In fact, he was the first scholar to broach seriously the question of al-Taḥtānī's sectarian affiliation. His entry fills ten pages in the modern printed edition. Its length is largely due to his extensive verbatim inclusion of material from al-Suyūṭī, al-ʿĀmilī, and al-Baḥrānī, which amounts to approximately 60 percent of the entry. In addition to revealing who was quoting whom, my survey of the sources on al-Taḥtānī's life uncovered some noteworthy patterns. All of the sources prior to the eleventh/seventeenth share certain characteristics and say essentially the same thing. First, almost all of them were written by Shāfiʿī scholars, the two exceptions being the Ḥanafīs Ṭaşköprīzade (d. 935/1529) and Ibn Ṭūlūn. Of the fourteen eleventh/ seventeenth century sources that I examined, only six comment on al-Taḥtānī's sectarian affiliation. Four of those were explicit, meaning they either included a nisba (like al-Shāfiʿī) or declared that he was a Shāfiʿī in the main text. By implicit, I refer to al-Subkī and al-Asnawī, both of whose works bore the title of Ṭabaqāt al-Shāfiʿiyya, but who did not otherwise comment on his sectarian affiliation. Overall, such implicit assertions are weak evidence for the case that al-Taḥtānī was a Shāfiʿī Sunnī.
I claim that these works all said essentially the same thing because of the ubiquitous practice of copying and aggregating earlier sources. Ibn Qāḍī Shuhba contributed nothing original to our knowledge of Quṭb al-Dīn, as his entry merely combines what appear to be the only sources from the eighth/fourteenth century: al-Subkī, al-Asnawī, Ibn Rāfiʿ, and Ibn Kathīr. Ibn Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī (d. 852/1449 ) then repackaged these sources. Both of these scholars account for most of the material that appears in Sunnī sources in the tenth/sixteenth and eleventh/ seventeenth centuries.
Major changes happen in the eleventh/seventeenth century, which saw many new claims being made about al-Taḥtānī, such as Shīʿī scholars adding the nasabs Buwayhī 73 or Ibn Bābawayh. 74 These changes begin with al- Shushtarī (d. 1019 Shushtarī (d. /1610 , the earliest among the many Shīʿī sources for al-Taḥtānī's life that I have found. Al-Shushtarī was the first to proclaim that al-Taḥtānī was a Shīʿī. From this point on, all but two of the sources that I have examined were written by Shiʿīs and make this same claim. The exceptions are the Ḥanbalī Ibn al-ʿImād (d. 72 Ibn Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī, al-Durar al-kāmina, 4:339; Ibn al-ʿImād, Shadharāt al-dhahab, 1992, 8:355; al-Iṣbahānī, Riyāḍ, 5:171. 73 al-Shushtarī, Majālis, 2:212; Muḥammad ibn Makkī's ijāza to Ibn Khāzin, al-Majlisī, Biḥār, 104:406; al-ʿĀmilī, Amal al-āmil, 2:300; al-Iṣbahānī, Riyāḍ, 5:168; al-Baḥrānī, Luʾluʾat Baḥrayn, 188; al-Ṭabarsī, Khātimat, 2:351. 74 Zayn al-Dīn ibn ʿAlī's ijāza to al-Ḥusayn ʿAbd Biḥār, 105:99; 4:311. More significantly, al-Shushtarī was the first one to go outside the biographical literature for information. He relied instead on what he claimed to be an ijāza from al-Taḥtānī 's teacher, al-ʿAllāmī al-Ḥillī (d. 726/1325) , and testimony from one of his students, Muḥammad ibn Makkī (d. 786/1384) Baḥrānī, Luʾluʾat Baḥrayn, Philosophical Tradition, One scholar who disputed Ibn Makkī's statement was al-Khwānsārī. According to him, the source of the confusion about al-Taḥtānī's sectarian affiliation is Ibn Makkī's declaration that al-Taḥtānī was an avowed Shīʿī. He asserts that it is no more than an example of prudent dissimulation. 78 In his response to al-Khwānsārī, al-Ṭabarsī finds this line of argumentation quite strange. He rebuts that observing taqiyya "requires considering an Imāmī to be a Sunnī [ʿadd al-imāmī mukhālifan], not considering the head scholar among them [i.e., Sunnīs]…to be a Shīʿī [muwāfiqan] ." In other words, how could Ibn Makkī, whose sectarian affiliation is not in doubt, be engaging in taqiyya by unequivocally claiming that al-Taḥtānī, who al-Khwānsārī claims was the head Sunnī scholar in Damascus, is a Shīʿī? al-Ṭabarsī asks: Would not taqiyya entail claiming that a Shīʿī was a Sunnī ? He adds that it would be stupid and laughable to argue that al-Ḥillī was also engaging in taqiyya when praising al-Taḥtānī in his ijāza (something which al-Khwānsārī does not actually argue). 79
What al-Khwānsārī does do, however, is attack the reliability of al-Ḥillī's ijāza. He asserts that it is suspicious that its transmission is limited to its appearance in al-Shushtarī's Majālis al-Muʾminīn, whose word, he claims, is unreliable. 80 al-Ṭabarsī responds by claiming the opposite: al-Shushtarī was among the most pious and devoted Shīʿī scholars, one whose word is not suspect in the least. (Neither offers any support for his claim.) Furthermore, he observes that the transmission of al-Ḥillī's ijāza is not limited to al-Shushtarī by pointing to its occurrence in al-Majlisī's Biḥār al-Anwār. Al-Ṭabarsī adds that even better evidence for al-Taḥtānī being a Shīʿī is what Ibn Makkī says in his ijāza to Ibn Khāzin, which, he notes, appears in Biḥār al-Anwār and "other sources." And yet he neglects to name these other sources, acknowledge that al-Majlisī is posterior to al-Shushtarī, or recognize that it is worth asking why the best evidence for al-Taḥtānī's being a Shīʿī is not widely attested until 250 years after his death. 81 Al-Khwānsārī argues that even if one accepts that al-Taḥtānī was a Shīʿī while a student of al-Ḥillī, this does not negate the fact that he later converted and became the Sunnīs' chief scholar. 82 al-Ṭabarsī responds by claiming that, to his knowledge, no Shīʿī scholar who had reached the heights of knowledge had ever "left the light for Khātimat, Khātimat, 6:40. the shadows" -meaning Shīʿism for Sunnism -just for the sake of worldly benefits, like being a chief scholar. He correctly reiterates that no source claims that al-Taḥtānī was the Sunnīs' chief scholar in Damascus. Al-Ṭabarsī then suggests that, had al-Taḥtānī been a Sunnī, he would have appeared in those biographical dictionaries composed by Sunnīs. After observing that al- Taḥtānī Nevertheless, I agree with al-Rahim's conclusion. Al-Taḥtānī's having taught at the Ẓāhiriyya madrasa, the absence of any contemporaneous discussion of his sectarian affiliation, and the long gap between his death and the first claim that he was a Shīʿī suggest that he was a Sunnī, or at least was believed to be so during his lifetime.
Regardless of his sectarian affiliation, however, he acted upon his clear affinity toward al-Ṭūsī and his brand of Avicennism in his commentary on Ibn Sīnā's al-Ishārāt. What is becoming increasingly clear as scholars pay more attention to the postclassical era of Arabic and Islamic scholarship is the significant role that al-Taḥtānī played, along with al-Ḥillī and al-Tustarī, in developing a narrative of Avicennism that promoted Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Ṭūsī as its most celebrated exponent while simultaneously denigrating Avicenna's and Avicennism's Sunnī detractors. 104 
